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l-O Conscription Program Started 





heel Processing Modified 


All appeals for C.O. classification will now go direct- 
ly to the Department of Justice from the state appeal 
board without any prior consideration by the appeal 
board of either possible C.O. classification or deferment 
for study, essential employment or other grounds. The 
new process was established by Executive Order 10363, 
dated June 17, 1952 (17 F.R. 5449). 

This change eliminates the possibility that a regis- 
trant appealing for C.O. classification will obtain that 
classification from the appeal board without an investi- 
gation by the FBI and an appearance before a hearing 
officer. In practice, it has been unusual for a C.O. to 
appeal and receive C.O.- classification without a Depart- 
ment of Justice investigation. Many C.O.’s have not 
been aware that the appeal boards have been consider- 
ing C.O. classification both before and after the Depart- 
ment of Justice investigation. 

C.0.’s who indicate on the C.O. questionnaire that 
they are willing to accept I-A-O or I-O and then are 
given that classification by the local board may some- 
times wish to appeal for a deferred classification. In 
these cases the file will not go to the Department of 
Justice, but the appeal board will consider the case on 
the same basis as any other appeal which doesn’t involve 
C.O. status. 

This change in the regulations will not affect any- 
thing which the registrant needs to do to appeal a classi- 
fication. The nature of the Department of Justice 
investigation and the fact that the Department of Justice 
recommendations are not binding on the appeal board 
are not changed. 

The result of this new Executive Order may be favor- 
able to conscientious objectors. Previously, the file went 
to the hearing officer with the prejudicial notation that 
the appeal board did not consider the registrant entitled 
to the requested C.O. status. Also, the appeal board had 
to reverse their previous decision if they decided to 
grant C.O. status following a favorable Department of 
Justice recommendation. 


Luther Ousted 


The distinction of being the first U.S.-Attorney fired 
under Attorney-General McGranery’s effort to “clean up” 
the Department of Justice went to Lester Luther of 
Kansas June 19. Luther was the D.A. who prosecuted 
Robert Michener and was instrumental in getting the 
infamous 10-year sentence. 








C.Q. Labor Draft Gets Underway One 
Year After Law Passed 





The civilian work program for conscientious objec- 
tors classified 1-O, those unwilling to accept noncombat- 
ant assignment in the armed forces, gets underway 
officially July 1. Selective Service informed local boards 
of the beginning of the program in Operations Bulletin 
number 68, dated June 18, 1952. The requirement for 
two years of civilian work for C.O.’s was enacted into 
law June 19, 1951. 

The Bulletin stated that the program was to start 
July 1 as authorized by Executive Order 10328, issued 
February 20, 1952 (NEWS NOTES, February, 1952, 
included a copy of the Execufive Order. Extra copies 


available from CCCO). 


The Bulletin also requested that notice of all jobs, 
governmental and non-profit, available for drafted C.O.’s 
be sent to National Headquarters of Selective Service 
for inclusion in a consolidated national list of jobs. This 
list will be circulated to all local boards as soon as it 
is completed. 

It was also reported in Operations Bulletin number 
68 that it is not necessary for C.O.’s to fill out the re- 
vised edition of SSS 150, the special form for con- 
scientious objectors, if a copy of the previous edition is 
in the registrant’s file. However, only the revised edition 
will be used for persons making their first request for 


C.O. status. 
Forms Not Prepared 


There will probably be considerable confusion about 
the program as it limps to a start because of the lack of 
information available to local boards about the program 
and the failure of Selective Service to have the usual 
quota of forms printed. A form for C.O. “volunteers” 
has been printed. A special form for physical examina- 
tions has been approved but is not yet printed. No form 
has been approved for listing the C.O.’s work prefer- 
ences or his work experience, education and special 
abilities. 


Selective Service is preparing a manual for local 
boards which will explain the operation of the program, 
but the manual is not yet ready. 

Delays Will Continue 
There will be delays in drafting many men for other 
(Continued on page 3) 
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Naval Lieutenant Resigns 
Robert D. Keen, Modesto, California, has had his 


resignation from the Navy Reserve Corps accepted as 
a result of his becoming a conscientious objector. As a 
part of the consideration of his case by the Navy he was 
interviewed by a chaplain and a line officer, a captain. 
The following questions and answers are excerpts from 
the interview: 

Q: Suppose your son got drunk, caroused around, 
got into brawls, and some ot his actions so shocked your 
wife that she died; that would be killing, too, just as if 
he had used a knife or gun. 

A: It might also be an indication of my wife’s mental 
instability. 

Q: Suppose while drunk he got into an accident that 
killed your wife—then she would have been killed by his 
actions. Wouldn’t that be killing? 

A: It would be accidental, not deliberate. 1 am op- 
posed to the sober, deliberate killing that occurs during 
war. I feel that such killing is immoral and unnecessary. 

Q: In the past we have had wars where we have had 
to fight to protect ourselves and our possessions. For 
example, the Indians. 

A: I happen to be an Indian. 

Q: Then you are probably prejudiced. 

A: I will admit that. 

Q: Was that your mother or father? 

A: My father. 

Q: Suppose they |Russians?| come over here, loot- 
ing and killing and raping the women, won't you fight 
then? 

A: If things get that bad the situation won’t be im- 
proved much by fighting, I think. 

Q: Are you going to let others fight for you? 

A: I hope no one will feel it necessary to fight. 
There are better ways to settle arguments. I would like 
to abolish war. 

Q: Why did you join the Navy? 

A: To avoid the draft. I figured I might as well go 
as far as I could, since as a non-religious C.O. I had 
the choice of jail or the Army. I joined the Navy the 
day I got my notice to report for induction. 

Q: It seems you did pretty well. You came out a 
lieutenant.—Do you take the keys out of your car? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Why? 

A: I don’t know—there happens to be a law to that 
effect, though. I don’t have a lock on my house. If 
you're ever over that way drop in. If I’m not home, just 
walk on in and make yourself comfortable. 

Q: Well, there are a lot cf Americans like that. But, 
suppose someone steals your possessions, are you just 
going to let them rob you? 

A: I guess I'll take that chance. Locks only keep 
honest people out, anyway. 

Q: This isn’t an ideal society—in an ideal society, 
for example, there would be no divorce, but the state 
recognizes divorce. 

A: I can recognize the ideal. I don’t have to get a 
divorce. 

Q: Suppose your wife decided that she didn’t love 
you anymore? Then would you get a divorce? 

A: That’s impossible. We got married to live to- 








YOU CAN'T WIN 


Some C.O.’s have been ruled insincere in 
their objections to war on the basis of their 
“worldly” habits. However, recently a boy 
who associated almost exclusively with the 
members of a church choir and his Sunday 
School class and does not smoke, drink, 
gamble or otherwise traffic with the devil was 
classified I-A. While seeking further consid- 
eration the registrant was told by the State 
Deputy Director of Selective Service, “The 
trouble with you, young man, is that your 
associations have been too narrow. One of 
the best things that you could do would be to 
go out and get gloriously drunk and then see 
what happens.” 




















Parole Equivalent to Prison 


The United States Court of Appeals for the Second 
Circuit ruled June 5 that parole is equivalent to prison. 
The decision resulted from a case in which the govern- 
ment tried to send a man back to prison for 30 days to 
serve time in lieu of payment of a fine. The defendent 
had been completing his sentence on parole. The govern- 
ment argued that the 30 days must be served in prison. 
The court ruled against the government. The court held 
that because of its restrictions parole only enlarges the 
confines of the prison and the parolee is still within the 
legal custody of the Attorney-General. 

This decision will be applicable in cases where C.O.’s 
are fined financially unable to pay the fine. 





Doctors Called 


The Department of Defense has issued a call for 450 
Priority I doctors to be drafted in August. All previous 
calls have been cancelled when the quotas were filled 
with “volunteers.” It is expected that this call will be 
filled in the same manner. 





CORRECTION—The May issue of NEWS NOTES 
erroneously reported that Frank Laraway, a C.O. facing 
prosecution, is the first white student at Talladega Col- 
lege, Talladega, Alabama. Actually, Frank Laraway is 
the first white student from Alabama to attend the col- 
lege. The college staff and student body is interracial, 
although there are few white students. Alabama’s segre- 
gation laws and practices are completely ignored on the 
campus. 





gether and raise a family. We weren’t thinking about a 
divorce. 

Q: But the state recognizes divorce. 

A: I married an Igorot Filipina at a time when it 
was against the law for a white person to marry an 
Oriental or a Negro. I have no respect for any law that - 
has no moral basis. 


June, 1952 
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I-O CONSCRIPTION 
(Continued from page 1) 


reasons in addition to the lack of information and forms. 
In many states there are no government jobs available, 
and few states have enough jobs to employ all of their 
men classified I-O. At the beginning, men will probably 
not be drafted if there are no government jobs available, 
unless they go to work for a non-profit agency. Draft 
boards cannot “dump” their C.O.’s onto non-profit 
agencies, since the agencies will take only men who meet 
required qualifications, and they can provide jobs for 
only limited numbers of these. 


No Transportation Paid 


A recent administrative decision by Selective Service 
is that C.O. draftees will not be furnished transportation 
to their jobs nor reimbursed for transportation expenses. 
If the registrant cannot afford the transportation cost 
Selective Service reports that they will “investigate” the 
situation. This is presumed to be an implication that 
they may assist hardship cases. Executive Order 10328 
which outlines the program states that “Whenever neces- 
sary, travel tickets or transportation requests and meal 
and lodging requests shall be issued to the registrant in 
the manner prescribed by the Director of Selective Ser- 
vice for the travel of the registrant from the office of the 
local board to the place of performance of the work to 
which he is ordered, for his return travel from such 
place to the office of the local board upon his satisfac- 
torily completing his period of work, and for his travel 
from one place of employment to another when his em- 
ployment is transferred . . .” 


Men May Hear From Boards 


Many C.O.’s will probably soon hear from their local 
boards about the program going into effect. The first 
word may be an order to report for a physical examina- 
tion. If C.0.’s are given physicals it will probably mean 
that the board has jobs available to which it can assign 
I-O’s. Following the physical men will have an oppor- 
tunity to present three choices for assignment. The 
board will assign the registrant to one of these three 
choices or counter with three choices of their own from 
which the registrant can select a job. If the registrant 
rejects all three of the board’s selections a representa- 


tive of the State Director of Selective Service “shall meet . 


with the local board and the registrant and offer his 
assistance in reaching an agreement.” If this meeting 
doesn’t result in an assignment satisfactory to the board 
and the registrant the board can issue, with the approval 
of the National Director, a mandatory work order. Re- 
fusal to obey the mandatory order is a violation of the 
draft law and subjects the violator to a possible penalty 
of five years in prison and a $10,000 fine. 


Appropriate Civilian Work Defined 

Appropriate civilian work is defined as: 

“(1) Employment by the United States Government, 
or by a State, Territory, or possession of the United 
States or by a political subdivision thereof, or by the 
District of Columbia.” 

“(2) Employment by a non-profit organization, as- 
sociation, or corporation which is primarily engaged 


Reed Gets Maximum Sentence 


Edward D. Reed was sentenced to five years in prison 
and fined $10,000 by Judge Edward P. Murphy June 3 
in U.S. District Court in San Francisco. Reed was con- 
victed by a jury on a charge of refusal to submit to in- 
duction. The conviction will probably be appealed. 


The only other conscientious objector who has re- 
ceived the maximum penalty for draft violation is James 


Cox, a Muslim (See NEWS NOTES, May, 1952). 


Edward Reed is a member of Christ’s Church of the 
Golden Rule. Conscientious objection is the official posi- 
tion of the church. Reed was living and working on a 
ranch belonging to the church and was also a student at 
the ranch. The ranch serves as a seminary for the 
church, and the draft-age men at the seminary request 
ministerial student classification, IV-D, and also file the 
special form for C.O.’s. This is in accord with Selective 
Service regulations. However, the draft boards refuse to 
recognize the men as either ministerial students or con- 
scientious objectors. 


Jack Parkhurst, another member of the group, was 
tried May 28 and 29. His jury was dismissed when they 
could not reach an agreement after five hours of delibera- 
tion. Parkhurst will be tried again. 


Attorneys for Reed and Parkhurst were Philander B. 
Beadle and Morton L. Silvers of San Francisco. 





Judges Declare Mistrials 


In two cases in North Carolina last month different 
judges came up with the same solution to avoid acquittal 
verdicts for conscientious objectors. In the case of 
Richard Spease, charged with refusal to submit to induc- 
tion, Judge Johnson J. Hayes declared a mistrial after 
testimony showed that Spease had missed his appearance 
before the hearing officer through circumstances beyond 
his control. The judge considered the hearing an essen- 
tial part of the appeal process. 


Judge Wilson Worlick took the same action in the 
case of Edwin Brown, charged with failure to report for 
induction. Brown had registered but then decided he 
could no longer cooperate with selective service. He 
went to Greece on a Fulbright scholarship and informed 
the local board of his new address. While in Greece he 
was ordered to report for induction. Brown had sent a 
letter of appeal to the board following his I-A classifica- 
tion based on his delinquency. The board did not for- 
ward the appeal because Brown had not filled out the 
original questionnaire. 

Byron Haworth of High Point, N.C., served as de- 
fense attorney in both cases. 





either in a charitable activity conducted for the benefit 
of the general public or in carrying out a program for 
the improvement of the public health or welfare, includ- 
ing educational and scientific activities in support there- 
of, when such activity or program is not principally for 
the benefit of the members of such organization, asso- 
ciation, or corporation, or for increasing the membership 
thereof.” 
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THE COURT REPORTER 


I Prosecutions 
Confirmation not previously available 
5-2-51 Armilfo Sanchez, 3 yrs., (San Francisco, 
Cal. 
11-30-51 LaVern B. Graham, 18 months, (Great 
Falls, Mont.) 
1-21-52 George Rogers, 3 years, (Oklahoma) 
2-8-52 Robert Suydam, 5 yrs., (Detroit, Mich.) 
Judge Thomas Thornton 
4-21-52 Harry Nugent, 21% years, (New York, 
N.Y.) appeal pending 
Sentenced since last issue 
5-5-52 Norman Rush, 2 yrs., (Los Angeles, Cal.) 
Judge Ben Harrison, non-registrant 
5-12-52 Peter Klopfer, convicted—sentence pend- 
ing, (Los Angeles, Cal.) Judge Ben Har- 
rison 
- 12-52 Wilbert Wilson, 3 years plus 3 years pro- 
bation, (New York, N.Y.), refusal to take 
physical, refusal. to report for induction 
- 12-52 Rudy Linan, 3 years, (Los Angeles, Cal.) 
Judge Ben Harrison, appeal pending 
- 20-52 Richard Barret, 3 yrs., (Yakima, Wash.), 
Judge Wm. Lindberg ; 
- 26-52 Leroy Elder, 3 years, (Los Angeles, Cal.) 
Judge Ben Harrison, appeal pending 
- 29-52 Edward Hosten, 1 year and 1 day, (New 
York, N.Y.) Judge Thomas Murphy 
-3-52 Edward Reed, 5 years and $10,000, (San 
Francisco, Cal.) Judge Edward P. 
Murphy, appeal pending 
-6-52 Thomas Hidley, 1 year, (Los Angeles, 
Cal.), Judge Leon Yankwich 
- 12-52 Andrew Borisuk, convicted — sentence 
pending, (Newark, N.J.), Judge Thomas 
F. Meaney, appeal pending 
- 16-52 Vasyl Sereda, 314 years, (Lynchburg, 
Va.), Judge A. D. Borksdale 
- 17-52 Robert Kent, 3 years, (Los Angeles, Cal.) , 
Judge Ben Harrison, free on bond, appeal 
pending 
Cases dismissed 
5-6-52 Richard. Spease, (Winston-Salem, N.C.) 
Judge Johnson J. Hayes, mistrial 
5-12-52 Edwin Brown, (Ashville, N.C.) Judge 
Wilson Worlick, mistrial 
5-29-52 Jack Parkhurst, (San Francisco, Cal.) 
Judge Edward P. Murphy, hung jury 
Appeals 
5 - 26-52 Loy Imboden, U.S. Supreme Court denied 
certiorari, conviction affirmed 
Arrests since last issue 
Iowa—Melvin Chupp 
New York—Don Murray, John Bendik 
Ohio—Donald Henning 
(All prosecutions for failure to report for or submit 
to induction unless otherwise noted.) 


Released from Prison 

On Good Time 

6-9-52 Paul Doty 

6-10-52 Orin Doty, Sid Doty 


On Parole 
---52 David Wireman 
---52 Armilfo Sanchez 
-2-52 Stephen Shaw 
-6-52 Ollie Sanderson 
- 13-52 James Lawson 
- 20-52 LaVern Graham 
- 26-52 Keith Barnhart 
-1-52 Joel Doty 


III Men Currently Imprisoned 


Ashland, Ky.—Aaron Yoder, Kenneth Champney, 
James Pierce, Clifford Walter, Don Bege- 
man, Amos Brokaw 

Chillicothe, Ohio—Arnold Schroeder 

Danbury, Conn.—William Zeo, Edmund Baron, 
Richard Nasal, Lester Packer, Henry Kos- 
ter, Wilbert Wilson 

El Reno, Okla.—Carlton Owen 

Florence, Ariz.—Timothy Slevin 

Milan, Mich.—Robert Suydam 

Mill Point, W.Va.—Franklin Curia, Stephen Simon 

McNeil Island, Wash.—Donald Koch, James Mac- 
Donald, Robert Starkweather, Fred Gran- 
den, Bernard Primbsch, Charles Hoeh, 
Frank Broderick, Tom Harrison, Roger 
Rose 

Petersburg, Va.—Larry Atkins, Edward Beals, Ted 
Waldorf 

Springfield, Mo.—Robert Michener, Robert Beach, 
Vincent Lamb, Eldon Bargen 

Texarkana, Tex.—-George Rogers 

Tucson, Ariz.—Alfred Dana, James Farmer, James _ 
Maloney, Jack Jenewin, Jim George, How- 
ard Harris, William Georgeoff, George 
Meade, Norman Rush, Rudy Linan, Leroy 
Elder 

Institutions not verified—Harry Nugent, Edward 
Hosten, Edward Reed, Vasyl Sereda, 
Thomas Hidley, Richard Barrett 

Total number of C.O.’s convicted since 1948 Act to 

date: 157 (This is a minimum number since we miss 

a few cases, and J.W.’s and Muslims are not in- 


cluded.) 
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